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CHAPTER I
STATEl4ENT OF THE PROBLEM
Introduction
The authors of The Wide Range Achievement Test1 de-
scribe twelve as the age at which to begin Level II of the
Reading Test. This is a pronunciation test which yields a
grade rating. At the Cardinal Stritch Reading Clinic in
Milwaukee, it is used as part of a diagnosis to determine
the instructional level of children. trhe clinicians found
that an individual who took both levels of the test on the
same day had a marked difference in his grade ratings. The
question was asked if this were mere chance.
In a letter to the writer, Joseph F. Jastak, one of
the authors of the test, writes that ffall tests offering
two forms are likely to give slightly different results tf • 2
Statement of the Problem
The purpose of this study was to determine whether
children around the age of twelve would differ markedly on
Levels I and II of the Wide Range pronunciation test. Although
lJoseph F. Jastak and Sarah R. Jastak, The Wide Range





correlations between the two levels are reported in the Man-
ual,l it was desirable to know if children would score higher
on Level I or on Level II at the ages of eleven, twelve, and
thirteen.
Scope and Limitation
Both levels of the Wide Range pronunciation test
were given to twenty-four children at each of the three age
levels of eleven, twelve, and thirteen. The seventy-two
subjects were chosen from three parochial schools of differ-
ent socio-economic status in Milwaukee, with an equal number
of boys and girls at each age level.
Summary
The data derived from the testing of seventy-two
children were ,'used in making various comparisons. Besides
comparing the performance on Levels I and II to see on which
the children scored the higher, comparisons were made of the
grade ratings of pupils who were given Level I first and of
the pupils who were given Level II first. The scores of the
children at each grade level were compared as well as those
of the boys and the girls.
lJoseph F. Jastak and Sarah R. Jastak, Manual of
Instructions for the Wide Ran e Achievement
ton, De aware: Gu1dance ASSOc1ates, 1
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE
In reviewing the literature related to this study,
it was found that there have been relatively few studies
made on the Wide Range Achievement Test (hereafter called
WRAT), and the purpose of most of these has been to deter-
mine the validity of the test.
This was the first study made to compare the grade
scores of the two levels of the Reading section of WRAT,
1965 edition. The authors of WRAT reported "correlation co-
efficients between the two formaM-Level I & II administered
simultaneously. ttl The information was presented in the form
of a table and gave the correlation coefficients for Reading,
Spelling, and Arithmetic for groups of children arranged in
age groups from 9"0 to 9"5 and every consecutive six months
up to 12-11. Correlations for thirteen and fourteen~year-old
subjects were also given. For Reading, the number in each
group varied from 81 to 252. The lowest r was .883 for those
at age fourteen, and the highest was .936 for those between
the age of 12M6 and 12-11.
In 1936, the WRAT was first standardized .tas a con-
venient tool for the study of the basic school subjects of
lJastak and Jastak, Manual, p. 14.
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reading (word recognition and pronunciation), written spell-
ing, arithmetic computation. ttl
The vRAT was revised in 1946. Like the first edition,
the 1946 edition2 had only one scale of achievement in each
of its subtests. The 1965 edition provided two levels for
each. Level I is to be used with children between the ages
of 5-0 and 11-11. Level II is for those .who range in age
from 12-0 to adulthood.
A comprehensive study was made of the 1963 revision
of WRAT by the National Center for Health Statistics. The
purpose of this study was to determine the validity of the
WRAT that it might be used as a survey tool in measuring the
achievement in reading and arithmetic of the young people of
the United States aged 6 through 17 in the Children's and the
Adolescent's Heal th Examinat ion Surveys. "It was selected
because of its brevity and also because it was held by many
clinicians to be a good predictor of performance on the more
traditional achievement tests. ff3
A study was designed to establish the relationship
between WRAT and the Stanford Achievemen.t Tests for individ-
uais in grades one through nine and the Metropolitan Achieve-
ment Tests for individuals in grades ten through twelve. The
lJastak and Jastak, Manual, p.l.
2Joseph F. Jastak and S. W. Bijou, Wide Range Achieve-
ment Test (Wilmington, Delaware: Chas. L. Story Company, 1946).
3National Center for Health Statistics, A Stud~ of
the Achievement Test Used in the Health Examination Surveys
Of Person Aged b-17 Years (Washington, D. c.: U. S. Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1967). (no page number)
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results were as follows:
It was found that the Arithmetic and Reading
sections of the 1963 Revised Wide Range Achievement Test
have reasonably good construct validity as judged by
their relation to the Stanford and the Metropolitan
Achievement Tests. The WRAT was found to be suitable
for use with children of widely differing socioeconomic
backgrounds and different ability levels •••The Reading
section was not suitable for high school students at the
low end of the ability continuum.
The validity of the WRAT as an estimate of grade
level placement showed considerable variation. Level I
of the Reading and Arithmetic sections has a tendency to
overestimate actual grade level and achievement as mea-
sured by the Stanford Achievement Test •••Level II of
the Reading section tends to overestimate actual grade
placement and to underestimate performance on the Stan-
ford Achievement Test for junior high school students.
For senior high school students it tends to overestimate
performance on the Metropolitan Achievement Test and to
underestimate grade level placement.
In spite of the fact that the validity coeffi-
cients vary considerably, depending on the grade level
and geographical region involved, there is sufficient
evidence of substantial correlation with criterion mea~
sures at every age level investigated to consider the
WRAT a satisfactory brief estimate of school acnievement. 1
This report, published in 1967 by the Public Health
Service of the U. S. Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, was a service to educators and psychologists and to
all who wanted a simple measure of reading achievement. Pre-
vious to this report there had been about three validity
studies on the 1946 edition of WRAT. Sims in the Third Mea-
surement Yearbook gave no assurance of its validity but sug-
gested that school psychologists "might try the test". 2
Two validity studies of the WRAT reading test (1946
lNational Center for Health Statistics, A Study of
the Achievement ~est, (no page number).
20scar Krisen Buros, The Third Mental Measurement
Yearbook (New Brunswick, N. J.: Rutgers University Press,
1949), p. 21.
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edition) were reported as follows:
The Wide Range Achievement Test (WRAT) reading
section, appealing in its simplicity but unorthodox in
methodology was unsupported by research and expert opin-
ion tended to decide against its validity. Wagner,
school psychologist, tended to support the validity of
the test by correlating it with the Sangren-Woody
(r.-.78), teacher's rating (r.-.78), and mid-term read-
ing grades (r.-.88), using an "average!' fifth grade
public school class. Mobile Clinic psychologists also
supported the validity of the test, correlating it to
the Sangren-Woody (r.-.74) and the Stanford (r.-.80),
using clinic clases, primarily juvenile lawbreakers.
All correlations in both studies were significant past
the .01 level, and there was striking resemblance be-
tween the result$ of the two studies when graphed. 1
Smith, in a study of second grade childran, found
that the WRAT scores were in agreement with grade placement
of below-grade-level readers, but for those reading at sec-
ond-grade level the test results were considerably higher
than the reader grade placement. 2 Another study that was
made recently 1'clearly demonstrates that the reading grade
placement of the Wide Range Achievement Test can be pre-
dicted with a fair degree of accuracy for the subtests of
the Gates Reading Survey. ,,3
There have been several studies of mentally retarded
children and adults in which the WRAT has been used, but
1Rudolph F. Wagner and Fred McCoy, "Two Validity
Studies of the Wide Range Achievement Reading Test, If Rich-
mond, 1962, p. 3. (mimeographed.)
2Bess ie S. &nith, tIThe Relative Merits of Certain
Verbal and Non-Verbal Tests at the Second Grade Level, tJ
Journal of Clinical Psychology, XVII (January,,1961), 54.
3Warren D. Fortenberry and Billy J. Broome, ,tCom-
parison of the Gates Reading Survey and the Reading Section
of the Wide Range Achievement Test, II Journal of De"le.lopment-
al Reading, VII (August, 1963), 67.
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they do not pertain to this topic. The literature that has
been reviewed has to do with the validity of the WRAT. Jas-
tak writes: 'tYour project concerned with the grade ratings
of the two levels of the 1965 edition is lve.i1 taken. I doubt





To obtain the necessary data for this study, the
writer went to three Milwaukee parochial schools to adminis-
ter the two levels of the Reading Test in the Wide Range
Achievement Test (WRAT) to seventy-two children. The test-
ing was completed within two weeks during March, 1969.
SUbjects
At each of the three parochial schools, twenty-four
children of average intelligence were chosen for the testing.
An I. Q. score between 90 and 110 was considered average;
however, this range was exceeded four times at one school
and once at another in order to get enough children at the
desired age level. The twenty-four subjects from each school
comprised eight pupils who were between the ages of 11-0 and
11~6, of eight between the ages of 12~O and 12~6, and of
eight between the ages of 13-0 and 13~6. At each of these
age levels, there were four girls and four boys.
The people of the three schools were of different
socio-economic status. One school was comprised of a quite
stable, laboring-class population. Most of the subjects
chosen had been attending that school since entrance at sec-
ond grade. There was no first grade at the time of their
8
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entrance. Another school was made up of an upper middle~class
society in which the majority of parents of the children were
engaged in some kind of professional occupation. The third
school was in a transient neighborhood. Most of the children
tested had been in the school one to three years.
Testing Procedure
Level I and Level II of the Reading Test in WRAT were
given by the writer to each individual at the same sitting in
a private room. To off-set a practice-effect, thirty-six
subjects pronounced Level I first and the other thirty-six
started with Level II.
Scoring of Tests
To make this a valid study, the utmost accuracy in
administering and scoring the tests was insured. Each sub~
ject's performance on the two levels was taped. The tapes
were played several times by the writer to achieve accuracy
in scoring.
Recording of Data
After a thorough rechecking of the test performance
and the scores, the information was recorded in chart form
under these headings: Level Given First, Scores on Level I,
Scores on Level II, Grade, Age, Sex, and I. Q. These charts
were included in this Research Paper as Tables 12, 13, and
14. They were used as shuffle sheets to make the tables for
recording the scores for the various groups that were com-
pared. The desired comparison of scores, as well as correla~
10
tiona between the two levels for each of the three grade
levels and the whole group, was made by the writer. All
correlations were computed by using the machine formula for
the Pearson product-moment coefficient of correlation.
CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION OF DATA
The purpose of this study was to determine whether
there would be a noticeable difference between the scores on
Level I and Level II of the Reading Test in the Wide Range
Achievement Test; and, if so, on which of the two levels the
scores would be the higher.
The scores of the twenty-four eleven-year-old pupils
who took both levels are shown in Table 1. Sixteen scored
higher on Level I and seven scored higher on Level II while
one scored the same on both levels. The difference between
each pupil's scores was noted in the right~hand column. The
outcome of the twenty~four twelve-year-old pupils is shown
in Table 2. The grade scores of the twenty-four thirteen-
year-old pupils, as recorded in Table 3, show thirteen high-
er on Level I and eleven higher on Level II. This made a
total of forty-five pupils who scored higher on Level I and
twenty-five who scored higher on Level II. The scores for
these two groups are listed in Tables 4 and 5 respectively.
Would taking a certain level first affect the grade
score? Of the thirty-six who were given Level I before Lev-
el II, twenty-four scored higher on Level I and twelve scored
higher on Level II. The scores for this group are shown in
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Table 6. Of those who were given Level II first, twenty-one
scored higher on Level I and thirteen higher on Level II
while two scored the same on both levels. The scores are
shown in Table 7.
The scores of the girls and of the boys are noted in
Tables 8 and 9 respectively. On Level I, twenty~four girls
and twenty-one boys scored higher while on Level II eleven
girls and fourteen boys scored higher. The same score on
both levels was made by a girl and by a boy.
It is not only necessary to know on which level the
pupils scored the higher, but how much higher. The differ~
ence between the two levels for each pupil was computed.
This difference was tabulated in Tables 4 through 9. The
number scoring higher on each level, as well as the average
of the difference between Level I and Level II of the number
scoring higher on each level, is shown in Table 10. Although
sixteen eleven-year-old pupils scored higher on Level I, the
average difference between Levels I and II for them was .179
higher than that of the seven who scored higher on Level II.
The twelve-year~old pupils did even better on Level I in
comparison with Level II with a lead of .295. Of all the
groups, only the thirteen-year-old pupils had a lower aver-
age difference on Level I than on Level II.
A marked difference was noted in the girls' averages.
The twenty-four who scored higher on Level I had a grade
average of 1.117 which means that on the average each girl
scored about a grade higher on Level I than on Level II.
This was .462 grade more than the average difference of the
13
TABLE 1
GRADE SCORES OF ELEVEN-YEAR-OLD PUPILS
Pupils Level I Level II Higher Difference
1 6.7 7.1 II .4
2 6.3 6.3 same .0
3 4.8 3.5 I 1.3
4. 5.7 5.4 I .3
5 6.5 6.3 I .2
6 4.5 5.6 II 1.1
7 5.3 6.0 II .7
8 5et3 5.2 I .1
25 6.5 6.2 I .3
26 9.3 8.5 I et8
27 10.1 8.7 I 1.4
28 3.5 4.2 II .7
29 5.7 5.4 I .3
30 6.1 6.3 II .2
31 7.0 685 I .5
32 8.1 7.5 I .6
49 7.0 7.1 II .1
50 6.7 6.3 I .4
51 7.5 6.6 I .9
52 7.8 7.5 I .3
53 8.4 8.3 I Cll
54 5.7 5.8 II .1
55 10.9 9.1 I 1.8
56 9.0 7.9 I 1.1
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TABLE 2
GRADE SCORES OF TWELVE-YEAR-OLD PUPILS
Pupils Level I Level II Higher Difference
9 9.7 8.3 I 1.4
10 9.7 7.3 I 2.4
11 10.1 8.5 I 1.6
12 9.7 9.1 I .6
13 6.5 6.6 II .1
14 5.5 5.8 II .3
15 5.9 6.5 II .6
16 8.7 8.7 same .0
34 8.1 6.5 I 1.6
35 8.7 7.5 I 1.2
36 10.1 8.7 I 1.4
33 9.3 8.5 I .8
37 6.8 7.1 II .3
38 7.8 7.1 I .7
40 8.1 7.9 I .2
57 10.1 9.9 I .2
58 1·2.1 11.3 I .8
59 7.8 8.5 II .7
60 7.0 8.1 II 1.1
61 9.7 8.1 I 1.6
62 7.2 8.9 II 1.7
63 8.7 8.5 I .2
64 7.8 6.9 I .9
39 6.3 6.2 I .1
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TABLE 3
GRADE SCORES OF THIRTEEN-YEAR-OLD PUPILS
Pupils Level I Level II Higher Difference
17 7.,8 8.7 II .9
18 6.7 7.1 II .4
19 12.5 9.3 I 3.2
20 9.0 8.3 I .7
21 8.4 8.5 II ~l
22 6.7 6.6 I .1
23 6.1 6.2 II .1
24 7.5 7.9 II .4
41 12.1 12.6 II .5
42 7.5 7.7 II .2
43 8.1 7.5 I .6
44 9.3 8.1 I 1.2
45 10.5 8.3 I 2.2
46 9.7 8.3 I 1.4
47 5.9 6.9 II 1.0
48 9.0 8.3 I .7
65 9.7 11.6 II 1.9
66 6.8 7.1 II .3
67 13.7 12.2 I 1.5
68 12.1 10.2 I 1.9
69 9.3 8.5 I .8
70 10.5 10.8 II .3
71 9.0 8.7 I .3
72 11.7 11.6 I .1
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TABLE L~
PUPILS WHO SCORED HIGHER ON LEVEL I
-
Pupils Level I Level II Difference
3 4.8 3.5 1.3
4 5.7 5.4 .3
5 6.5 6.3 .2
8 5.3 5.2 .1
9 9.7 8.3 1.4
10 9.7 7.3 2.4
11 10.1 8.5 1.6
12 9.7 9.1 .6
19 12.5 9.3 3.2
20 9.0 8.3 .7
22 6.7 6.6 .1
25 6.5 6.2 .3
26 9.3 8.5 .8
27 10.1 8.7 1.4
29 5.7 5.4 .3
31 7.0 6.5 .5
32 8.1 7.5 .6
33 9.3 8.5 .8
34 8.1 6.5 1.6
35 8.7 7.5 1.2
36 10.1 8.7 1.4
38 7.8 7.1 .7
39 6.3 6.2 .1
40 8.1 7.9 .2
43 8.1 7.5 .6
44 9.3 8.1 1.2
45 10.5 8.3 2.2
46 9.7 8.3 1.4
48 9.0 8.3 .7
50 6.7 6.3 .4
51 7.5 6.6 .9
52 7.8 7.5 .3
53 8.4 8.3 .1
55 10.9 9.1 1.8
56 9.0 7.9 1.1
57 10.1 9.9 .2
58 12.1 11.3 .8
61 9.7 8.1 1.6
63 8.7 8.5 .2
64 7.8 6.9 .9
67 13.7 12.2 1.5
68 12.1 10.2 1.9
69 9.3 8.5 .8
71 9.0 8.7 .3
72 11.7 11.6 .1
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TABLE 5
PUPILS WHO SCORED HIGHER ON LEVEL II
Pupils Level I Level II Difference
1 7.1 6.7 .4
6 5.6 4.5 1.1
7 6.0 5.3 .7
8 4.2 3.5 .7
13 6.6 6.5 ctl
14 5.8 5.5 .3
15 6.5 5.9 .6
17 8.7 7.8 .9
18 7.1 6.7 .4
21 8.5 8.4 .1
23 6.2 6.1 .1
24 7.9 7.5 .4
30 6.3 6.2 .2
37 7.1 6.8 .3
41 12.6 12.1 .5
42 7.7 7.5 .2
47 6.9 5.9 1.0
49 7.1 7.0 .1
54 5.8 5.7 .1
59 8.5 7.8 .7
60 8.1 7.0 1.1
62 8.9 7.2 1.7
65 11.6 9.7 1.9
66 7.1 6.8 .3
70 10.8 10.5 .3
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TABLE 6
PUPILS WHO WERE GIVEN LEVEL I FIRST
Pupils Level I Level II I Higher Difference
1 6.7 7.1 II Q4
3 4.8 3.5 I 1.3
4 5.7 5.4 I .3
6 4.5 5.6 II 1.1
10 9.7 7.3 I 2.4
12 9.7 9.1 I .6
13 6.5 6.6 II .1
15 5.9 6~5 II 86
18 6.7 7.1 II .9
20 9.0 8.3 I qj7
22 6.7 6.6 I .1
24 7.5 7.9 II .4
25 6.5 6.2 I .3
27 10.1 8.7 I 1.4
29 5.7 5.4 I .3
31 7.0 6.5 I .5
33 9.3 8.5 I .8
35 8.7 7.5 I 1.2
37 6.8 7.1 II .3
39 ~.3 6.2 I .1
41 12.1 12.6 II .5
43 8.1 7.5 I .6
45 10.5 8.3 I 2.2
47 5.9 6.9 II 1.0
49 7.0 7.1 II .1
51 7.5 6.6 I .9
53 8.4 8.3 I .1
55 10.9 9.1 I 1.8
57 10.1 9.9 I .2
59 7.8 8.5 II .7
61 9.7 8.1 I 1.6
63 8.7 8.5 I .2
65 9.7 11.6 II 1.9
67 13.7 12.2 I 1.5
69 9.3 8.5 I .8
71 9.0 8.7 I .3
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TABLE 7
PUPILS WHO WERE GIVEN LEVEL II FIRST
Pupils Level I Level II Higher Difference
;
2 I 6.3 6.3 same 0.05 6.5 6.3 I .. 2~
7 ~ 5.3 6.0 II .7M
8 5.~ 5.2 I .1
9 9.7 8.3 I 1.4
11 10.1 8.5 I .6
14 5.5 5.8 II .3
16 8.7 8.7 same 0.0
17 7.8 8.7 II .1
19 12.5 9.3 I 3.2
21 8.4 8.5 II .1
23 6.1 6.2 II .1
26 9.3 8.5 I .8
28 3.5 4.2 II .7
30 6.1 6.3 II .2
32 8.1 7.5 I .. 6
34 8.1 6.5 I 1.6
36 10.1 8.7 I 1.4
38 7.8 7.1 I .7
40 8.1 7.9 I .2
42 7.5 7.7 II .2
44 9.3 8.1 I 1.2
46 9.7 8.3 I 1.4
48 9.0 8.3 I .7
50 6.7 6.3 I .4
52 7.8 7.5 I .3
54 5.7 5.8 II .1
56 9.0 7.9 I 1.1
58 12.1 11.3 I .8
60 7.0 8.1 II 1.1
62 7.2 8.9 II 1.7
64 7.8 6.9 I .9
66 6.8 7.1 II .3
68 12.1 10.2 I 1.9
70 10.5 10.8 II .3
72 11.7 lle6 I .1
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TABLE 8
GRADE SCORES OF GIRLS
Girls Level I Level II Higher Difference
1 6.7 7.1 II .4
2 6.3 6.3 same 0.0
3 4.8 3.5 I 1.3
4 5.7 5.4 I .3
9 9.7 8.3 I 1.4
10 9.7 7.3 I 2.4
11 10.1 8.5 I 1.6
12 9.7 9.1 I .6
17 7.8 8.7 II .9
18 6.7 7.1 II .4
19 12.5 9.3 I 3.2
20 9.0 8.3 I .7
25 6.5 6.2 I .3
26 9.3 8.5 I .8
27 10.1 8.7 I 1.4
28 3.5 4.2 II .7
33 9.3 8.5 I .8
34 8.1 6.5 I 1.6
35 8.7 7.5 I 1.2
36 10.1 8.7 I 1.4
41 12.1 12.6 II .5
42 7.5 7.7 II .2
43 8.1 7.5 I .6
44 9.3 8.1 I 1.2
49 7.0 7.1 II .1
50 6.7 6.3 I .4
51 7.5 6.6 I .9
52 7.8 7.5 I .3
57 10.1 9.9 I .2
58 12.1 11.3 I .8
59 7.8 8.5 II .7
60 7.0 8.1 II 1.1
65 9.7 11.6 II 1.9
66 6.8 7.1 II .3
67 13.7 12.2 I 1.5
68 12.1 10.2 I 1.9
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TABLE 9
GRADE SCORES OF BOYS
.. , ....
Boys Level I Level II Higher Difference
5 6.5 6.3 I .2
6 4.5 5.6 II 1.1
7 5.3 6.0 II .7
8 5.3 5.2 I .1
13 6.5 6.6 II .1
14 5.5 5.8 II .3
15
I
5.9 6.5 II .6
16 8.7 8.7 same 0.0
21 8.4 8.5 II .1
22 6.7 6.6 I .1
23 6.1 6.2 II .1
24 7.5 7.9 II .4
29 5.7 5.4 I .3
30 6.1 6.3 II .2
31 7.0 6.5 I .5
32 8.1 7.5 I .6
37 6.8 7.1 II .3
38 7.8 7.1 I .7
39 6.3 6.2 I .1
40 8.1 7.9 I .2
45 10.5 8.3 I 2.2
46 9.7 8.3 I 1.4
47 5.9 6.9 II 1.0
48 9.0 8.3 I .7
53 8.4 8.3 I .1
54 5.7 5.8 II .1
55 10.9 9.1 I 1.8
56 9.0 7.9 I 1.1
61 9.7 8.1 I 1.6
62 7.2 8.9 II 1.7
63 8.7 8.5 I .2
64 7.8 6.9 I .9
69 9.3 8.5 I .8
70 10.5 10.8 II .3
71 9.0 8.7 I .3
72 11.7 11.7 I .1
22
eleven girls who scored higher on Level II. The only other
notable difference between the average differences was found
between the scores of the group which was given Level II
first. The ones who scored higher on Level I than on Level
II averaged .933 grade higher on Level I than on Level II
while those who scored higher on Level II averaged .454 which
is .479 grade less. For the total group, the forty-five who
scored higher on Level I had .347 grade higher average than
the twenty-five who scored higher on Level II.
How do the raw scores on the two levels correlate
TABLE 10
COMPARISON OF GROUPS
Number Number *Average Average
Groups Scoring Scoring Difference Diff.Higher Higher Level Level
Level I Level II I II
Pupils 11 years old 16 7 .650 .471
Pupils 12 years old 16 7 .981 .686
Pupils 13 years old 13 11 .361 .556
Given Level I first 24 12 .842 .667
Given Level II first 21 13 .933 .454
Girls t 24 11 1.117 .655
IBoys 21 14 .667 .500
Total Group I 45 25 .907 .560,
t
*Average Difference: The differences between Level I
and Level II for the group scoring higher on either Level I
or II were added and divided by the number scoring higher on
the respective level.
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with each other? The Pearson product~moment coefficient of
correlation in the present study for the eleven-year-old
subjects was .940. The coefficient of correlation for the
twelve-year-old participants was .798, while that for the
thirteen-year-olds was .885. For the total group, it was
.907. These coefficients of correlation compare quite close-
ly with those given for the respective age groups of the
normative population in the WRAT Manual except for the
twelve~year-old-agegroup.l The various coefficients are
reported in Table 11. Although the normative Study tested
a much larger number of subjects, it is unaccountable that
the correlation of the twelve-year-old children in the pre-
sent study should be so much lower. The authors of WRAT
made note that "these coefficients are measures satisfying
in an adequate manner the statistical assumption of the
techniques used. They do not necessarily represent accur-
ately the clinical reliability of the scores. ff1
TABLE 11
THE CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS BETWEEN THE TWO LEVELS
Present Study WRAT
Age
N r N r
11 24 .940 197 .909
12 24 .798 179 .922
13 24 .885 224 .896
11 - 13 72 .907
IJastak and Jastak, ~~nual, p. 14.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND CON6LUS ION
The authors describe twelve as the age at which to
begin Level II of the ~RAT reading test. It was desirable
to know if children around the age of twelve would differ
markedly on Levels I and II.
Within two weeks the writer visited three Milwaukee
parochial schools of different socio-economic status to ad-
minister the two levels. In each school, twenty-four young-
sters of average intelligence were tested individually on
Level I and on Level II at the same sitting. There were
eight children (four girls and four boys) at each age level
of eleven, twelve, and thirteen. Half of the seventy-two
subjects took Level I first and the other half took Level II
first. The children's pronunciation of the two levels was
taped. After careful rechecking, the scores were recorded
and a comparison of the results was made to note any differ-
ence between the scores and to determine which level had
higher scores. In addition to this, a correlation coeffi-
cient between the two levels was computed for each grade
level and for the entire group.
More than half of the eleven-year-old pupils and the
twelve-year-old pupils scored higher on Level I than on Lev-
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el II while the thirteen-year-old pupils scored about the
same on both levels with only two scoring higher on Level I.
Twice as many scored higher on Level I than Level II of those
who took Level I first. The proportion was twenty-one to
thirteen for those who took Level II first, but the differ-
ence between the average difference was .479 grade higher
for those who scored higher on Level I. The boys and girls
scored about the same in regard to the number who scored
higher on the respective level. The girls tended to have a
wider difference in scores on the two levels. The girls who
scored higher on Level I averaged 1.117 grade higher on Lev-
el I than on Level II. In the total group of seventy-two
pupils, forty-five scored higher on Level I, twenty-five
scored higher on Level II, and two pupils scored the same on
both levels. The difference between the scores on the two
levels was .347 higher on the average for those who scored
higher on Level I than on Level II.
The correlations on the various grade levels were
comparable to those given in the WRAT Manual for the respect-
ive levels except for pupils twelve years of age. The twen-
ty-four at this age in the present study had a correlation
of .798 between their Level I and Level II scores. A cor-
relation of .992 was reported for the 179 in the WRAT group.
Implications
Would children score higher on Level I or on Level
II at the ages of eleven, twelve, and thirteen? The scores
of the limited number of subjects chosen in this study show
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that those around the age of twelve score higher on Level I,
but the margin is very narrow at age thirteen. The thirteen-
year-old pupils comprised the only group that scored better
on Level II than on Level I. Although the scores of the
twelve-year-old pupils in this study do not correlate as high
as those in the WRAT study, it may be safe to conjecture, ac-
cording to the other figures, that thirteen would be better
than twelve as a starting age for giving Level II.
Suggestions for Further Research
Because many reading clinics make use of the Reading
Test in WRAT, it would be well if more studies similar to
this one were made. The writer suggests that a much larger
number of subjects be tested at the same three age levels;
however, since statistics for pupils at the agas of eleven
and thirteen in this study were in accord with the standards
set by WRAT, it might be better to concentrate on twelve-
year-olds. Give the two levels to 100 or more pupils at
this age level, compare the grade scores, and see how well
the raw scores correlate.
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GRADE SCORES OF PUPILS FROM ST. FREDERICK SCHOOL
Pupils Given Level I Level II Grade Age Sex I.Q.First
1 I 6.7 7.1 5 11-1 F 99
2 II 6.3 6.3 5 11-1 F 110
3 I 4.8 3.5 5 11-2 F 101
4 I 5.7 5.4 6 11-3 F 112
5 II 6.5 6.3 5 11-2 M 109
6 I 4.5 5.6 6 11-5 M 112
7 II 5.3 6.0 5 11-1 M 110
8 II 5.3 5.2 5 11-5 M 108
9 II 9.7 8.3 7 12-4 F 106
10 I 9.7 7.3 7 12-5 F 108
11 II 10.1 8.5 6 12-0 F 109
12 I 9.7 9.1 6 12-4 F 112
13 I 6.5 6~6 6 12-1 M 100
14 II 5.5 5.8 6 12-2 M 103
15 I 5.9 6.5 6 12-5 M 99
16 II 8.7 8.7 6 12-3 M 94
17 II 7.8 8.7 7 13-0 F 109
18 I 6.7 7.1 7 13-0 F 110
19 II 12.5 9.3 8 13-5 F 112
20 I 9.0 8.3 8 13-6 F 110
21 II 8.4 8.5 7 13-0 M 110
22 I 6.7 6.6 7 13-1 ~I 106
23 II 6.1 6.2 7 13-1 M 107
24 I 7.5 7.9 7 13-1 M 111
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TABLE 13
GRADE SCORES OF PUPILS FROM ST. SEBASTIAN SCHOOL
Pupils Given Level I Level II Grade Age Sex I.Q.First
25 I 6tj5 6.2 6 11-3 F 108
26 II 9.3 8.5 6 11-5 F 105
27 I 10.1 8.7 6 11-5 F 108
28 II 3.5 4.2 5 11-2 F 105
29 I 5.7 5.4 5 11-4 M 109
30 II 6.1 6.3 5 11-0 M 100
31 I 7.0 6.5 6 11-5 M 105
32 II 8.1 7.5 6 11-6 M 110
33 I 9.3 8.5 6 12-4 F 110
34 II 8.1 6.5 6 0 12-4 F 109
35 I 8~7 7.5 6 12-2 F 110
36 II 10.1 8.7 6 12-5 F 109
37 I 6.8 7.1 6 12-0 M 106
38 II 7.8 7.1 6 12-3 M 110
39 I 6.3 6.2 6 12 ..4 M 107
40 II 8.1 7.9 6 12-3 M 104
41 I 12.1 ,12.6 8 13-5 F 109
42 II 7.5 7.7 8 13-2 F 110
43 I 8.1 7.5 7 13-0 F 97
44 II 9.3 8.1 7 13-1 F 110
45 I 10.5 8.3 8 13-2 M 110
46 II 9.7 8.3 7 13-0 M 108
47 I 5.9 6.9 7 13-4 M 105
48 II 9.0 8.3 7 13-2 M 99
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TABLE 14
GRADE SCORES OF PUPILS FROM ST. AGNES SCHOOL
Pupils Given Level I Level II Grade Age Sex I.Q.First
49 I 7.0 7.1 6 11-3 F 105
50 II 6.7 6.3 6 11-1+ F 105
51 I 7.5 6.6 6 11-3 F 108
52 II 7.8 7.5 6 11-4 F 106
53 I 8 41 4 8.3 5 11-2 M 102
54 II 5.7 5.8 6 11-3 M 98
55 I 10.9 9.1 6 11-5 M 107
56 II 9.0 7.9 5 11-0 M 112
57 I 10.1 9.9 7 12-4 F 108
58 II 12.1 11.3 7 12-3 F 110
59 I 7.8 8.5 7 12-3 F 103
60 II 7.0 8.1 7 12-2 F 104
61 I 9.7 8.1 7 12-4 M 110
62 II 7.2 8.9 7 12-5 M 97
63 I 8.7 8.5 6 12-3 M 101
64 II 7.8 6.9 6 12-4 M 100
65 I 9.7 11.6 8 13-4 F 99
66 II 6.8 7.1 7 13-0 F 96
67 I 13.7 12.2 8 13-3 F 109
68 II 12.1 10.2 8 13-5 F 110
69 I 9.3 8.5 7 13-2 M 107
70 II 10.5 10.8 8 13-4 M 106
71 I 9.0 8.7 7 13-2 M 95
72 II 11.7 11.6 7 13-1 M 103
•
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Sister Elizabeth Bornhoft, O.S.F~
The Cardinal Stritch College
6801 North Yates Road
MilwaUkee, Wisconsin 53217
Dear Reverend Sister:
Thank you for the inquiry about the Wide Range Achievement Test
Your project concerned with the grade ratings of the two levels of the
1965 edition is well taken. I doubt very much if anyone has done any research
on this particular point~ This matter is of more general importance than the
WRAT results. All tests offering two forms are likely to give slightly differ-
ent results. ThatVs why in individual examinations the practice of having two
forms of the same test at the same level is being abandoned. The problem exists
in the use of the Wechsler Intelligence Sclae for Children and Wechsler Adult
Scale. The two tests give different results if given to 15 and 16 year olds.
The group tests are extremely vulnerable if they publish two or more forms. The
differences in results are as often due to the differences in tests than to
differences in achievement v
Apparently, the statistical problems of two forms at similar levels have
not yet been solved. I have therefore advised people to use the same form at
contiguous age levels. Such results are more valid than results from different
forms.
Unfortunately, I am unable to furnish you with the original copies of the
articles mentioned in my bibliography. They are somewhere in the files, but we
cannot find them right now~ A letter to the authors themselves may bring the
desired results. Their addresses may be found in the Directory of the American
Psychological Association.
I do have an important study that was made by the u.s. Public Health
Service. A copy of this will be sent to you under separate cover.
I would be very much interested in your findings and would like to have
your results to include them in the next revision of the WRAT Manual.
Thank you again,
Sincerely yours,
JO~~~~~ph.D.
JFJ/jw
